») 
$a ; 
- g— . tab P 


— —©— — 
—— 


; SN | v: } Fr &7 
| | - Es * 
” - . 


| W. - _ 
h % EL, . k 
” y . : 
_—_ . Ss 
A g 2, £ 
L | 
1 a 
' | | | Z 
[ E I Rk | 
[ . 
| 


i A NO N Y MU S. 

In Anſwer to his 
| Three Letters 
T O | 
DP. SHERLOCK. 


Church-Communion, | 


_— 
* 


—_ 


LOND 0 N: 
[Printed for Fincham Gardiner , at the White-| | 
Horſe in Ludgate-ftreet, 1683. 


_ wt. A 
IIS 


Fs 


_ : c ” 
Oe 3p, 
=—_ LS” 4 


x 


hAWVARDU COLLEGE LIBHARY 
GIFT OF 
HAVETFURD COLLEGE LIBRARY 


CT nada, mms 


"(51 
LETT ESE 
ANONYMLUIS, 


In Anſwer to his Three LETTERS to 


Dr. SHERLOCK about 
Church-Communion; 


STR, 


Am very ſorry, that my Silence and Patience has 
been miſtaken by you tor an affront and neglett ; 
which is ſuch a provocation, as I find ſome fort 
of great minds cannot bear. 

But yet that you may havea little mercy, I ſhall give 
you a brief account of the reaſon, why you had not an 
Anſwer before. 

I did not anſwer your firſt Letter in ſo publick a 
manner as you deſired, becauſe I believed your Ob- 
jections were ſuch, as no body was concern'd in but 
your ſelf, and I cannot think it decent to trouble fo 
numerous an Auditory with every particular mans 
conceits. I did not anſwer your Second Letter, be- 
cauſe by the Temper and Spirit of it, I eaſily forefaw, 
that it would end 1n a publick Quarrel; and if I muſt be 
in Print, I henceforth reſolve to Corrc& the Preſs my 
ſelf, and not to ſuffer any man to Print my private 
.B Letters 


[2 ] 
Letters for me. But yet I called at Mr. R's Shop, whi- 
ther you direfted me, ſeveral times, to have Invited 
you to 2 private Conference, but covld never fee him, 
till 1 accidentally met him in the firect, rhe fame day 
I received the preſent of your Printed Letters. The 
reaſon why I Printed tizoſe Diſcourſes, which you 
heard me Preach, was becauſe they were deſigned for 
the Preis, before they were deligned for the Pulpit, 
ard betore I dream't of your terrible Queries; and 
were Printed and Preach'd exa&tly by the fame Copy, 
excepting the IntroduCtion to fit them to a Text, which 
you know is very convenient for a Sermon. And the 
reaſon why I ſent you one of thoſe Tratts, when it 
was Printed, was becauſe I did hope you might have 
had underſtanding enough, upon a careful peruſal of it, 
when it lay before you, to have anſwered thoſe Ob- 
jections which you made againſt it, ar the firſt hear- 
ing. 

Gd now Sir, I come to conſider the Contents of 
your Firſt Letter ; you have made fome Repetition of 
what I Diſcourſed, and a very good Repetition to be done 
by memory, which gives you the commendable Cha- 
racter of a diligent and attentive hearer : but when you 
had the Diſcourſe before you in Print, you ought not 
then to have depended upon your memory , but to 
have given me my own again in my own words and 
order, and with that dependance and connexion, in 
which the whole ſtrength of that Diſcourſe conſiſts ; 
and to have applied your Queries diſtin&tly to thoſe 
parts of the Diſcourſe, which they related to: Had 
you done this, you would either have been able to 
have reſolved your own Queries, or would more effc- 
Ctually have convinc'd me of my miſtake, or at leaſt 
have given your Readers better fatisfa&tion in the per- 
tinency of what you fay; but now you have onely 
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given us a hcap of Queries, which it is no eaſie matter 
ro know to what they relate. 

As for your Repetitions, the Reader who deſires fa- 
tisfaFion may compare them with what I have writ, 
which is exactly the ſame with what I Preach'd : and 
as for your Queries, you know how eafle a thing it is 
to ask Queſtions; however, I will endeavour to find 
out to what they belong, and give as plain and ſhort an 
Anſwer to them asI can ; for I aſſure you, I am not at 
leaſure now to write a long Book upon this Argument, 
and therefore it is a great comfort to me, that there is 
no need of It. 

After your Repetition of what you could remember, 
or what you thought fit to take notice of in my Sermon, 
you give us a very miſtaken Summary of it. 


To ſum up (fay you) what I take to be the force of all P: 4 


this. 

The Apoſtles and their Succeſſors were by our Saviour 
invefted with a power of receiving Members into his 
Church upon his Terms, and with ſuch Rites as they ſhould 
think fit ; and they who are not ſo received into the Church, 
have no right to any of the bleſſings promis'd to the Mem- 
bers of Chriſt's Body. 

This Power is by an uninterrupted Succeſſion, derived 
upon the Governours of our National Church, wherefore all 
others, that pretend to the exerciſe of this Power within 
this Nation, are Uſurpers ; and all the Laity Baptized by 
their Paſtors, not being duly admitted into any particu- 
lar Church, are ſo far from being Members of Chriſt's 
Body, that they are Vſarpers and Traitors to that Power, 
which is derived from him in a right line. Durus hic 
SCrmo, 

Had you not told the World in your Tit!:-Page, that 
you are a Lay-man, to make your Triumph over a 
poor undone Dr. of Divinity the more glorious, I ſhould 
B 2 have 
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have taken you to be the Founder of ſome new SeCt of 
Conjectural Divines; and truly you arc fo. happy in 
your gueſles, that I believe few men will ever be able 
to out-do you in this Art. For there is not one word 
of all this matter in that Diſcourſe, which you pretend 
to ſum up, as it was delivered by me. That to which 
you ſeem to refer, is contained in one ſhort Paragraph, 
which I ſhall Tranſcribe, and leave the moſt tanciful 
Reader to try his skill to ſum it up as you have done. 
Having betore aſſerted , that God onely can Conſtitute a 
Church, 1added, 4nd I think it is as plain, that the ons 
ly viſible way God has of Forming a Church (for I do not 
now ſpeak Fade Inviſible Operations of the Divine Spirit ) 
is by granting a Church-Covenant, which is the Divine 
Charter whereon the Church is Founded, and inveſting 


Jome perſons with Power and Authority to receive others 


into this Covenant, according t» the terms aud conditions 
of the Covenant, and by ſuch Couruant-Rites, and Forms 
of Admiſſion , as he is pleaſed to Inſtitute : which under 
the Goſpel is Baptiſm, as under the Law it was Circum- 
Ciſton. 

I was diſcourſing of Gods viſible way of Forming a 
Church, which I afler :ed to be by granting a Church- 
Covenant, which is that Divine Charter on which the 
Church is Founded ; bur then leſt any one ſhould 
queſtion, how men are admitted into this Covenant, 
E added, that God had inveſted fome Perſons with 
Power and Aurhority. to receive others into this Cove- 
nant by Baptiſm; and by receiving them into Cove- 
nant, they make them Members of that Church, which 
1s Founded on this Covenant. 

Now what of all this will any ſober Difſenter deny ? 
Here 1s no diſpute, who 1s inveſted with this Power, 
what form of Church-Government Chriſt Inſtituted, 
whether Epiſcopal or Presbyterian ; here is no Diſpute 
about 
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about the validity of Orders, or Succeſſion, or in what 
caſes Baptiſm may be valid, which is not Adminiſtred by 
a valid Authority ; This did not concern my preſent Ar- 
gument, which proceeds upon a quite difterent Hypo- 
theſis, viz. the neceſiity of Communion with the oze 
Church and Body of Chriſt, for all thoſe who are, or 
would be owned to be Chriſtians, or Members of 
Chriſts Body. I make no inquiry, by whom they 
have been Baptized, or whether they were rightly 
Baptized or not; but taking all theſe things for granted, 
I inquire whether Baptiſm do not make us Church- 
Members; whether it makes us Members of a Particu- 
lar or Univerſal Church ; whether a Church-Member 
be not bound to Communion with the whole Catho- 
lick Church; whether he that ſeparates from any 
ſound part of the Catholick Church, be not a Schif- 
matick from the whole Church; whether we. be not 
bound to maintain conſtant Communion with that 
particular Church, in which we live, and with which 
we can, when we pleaſe, Communicate occafionally ; 
whether it be conſiſtent with Catholick Communion, 
to communicate with two Churches, which are in 
a ſtate of Separation from each other : if you have 
any thing to ſay to theſe matters, you ſhall have a 
fair hearing ; but all your Queries, which proceed up- 
on a miſtaken Hypotheſis of your own, do not concern 
me; and yet to oblige you, if it be poſſible, I ſhall 
briefly conſider them. 

1. Your firſt Query is, Whether a Pious Diſſenter 
ſuppoſed to be recerved into the Church by ſuch as he 
believes to be fully inveſted with ſufficient Power, is in as 
bad a condition as a Moral Heathen, or in a worſe than 
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Anſ. The Catholick Church has been ſo indulgent to 
Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, as to determine againſt the 
Neceſſity of Rebaptization , it they have been once, 
though irregularly baptized. This you may find a par- 
ticular account of, in the Vindication of the Defence of 
Dr. Si. p.2.2. &c. But the queſtion is, whether if 
they continue Schiſmaricks, whatever their other pre- 
tences to Piety be, their Condition be not as dange- 
rous, as the Condition of Moral Heathens and Pa- 

iſts. 
F 2. Whether the Submiſſion to the Power and Cenſures of 
this Church, (which all muſt own to be a ſound Church) be 
part of the Divine Covenant, which Vnites the Members of 
the Catholick Church to God and to each other. 

Anſ. This isa captious queſtion,which muſt be diſtin&- 
ly anſwered. A general Submiſſion and Obedience 
to the Authority and Cenfures of the Church, though 
it cannot properly be called a part of that Divine Cove- 
nant whereon the Church is founded, which primari- 
ly reſpe&s the promiſe of Salvation by Chriſt through 
Faith in his Bloud ; yet it is a neceſſary Church-Duty, 
and Eſſential to Church-Communion, and ſo may be cal- 
led a part of the Covenant, if by the Covenant we un- 
derſtand all thoſe Duties which are required of bapti- 
zed Chriſtians, and Members of the Church, by a Di- 
vine poſitive Law, as Obedience to Church-Governours 
IS. 

But rhen Obedience to the Church of England is 
not an univerſal Duty incumbent on all Chriſtians, but 
onely on thoſe, which are, or ought to live, in Ote- 
dience to this particular Church : for the particular ex- 
erciſes of Church-Authoritie and Juriſdiction 1s confi- 
ned within certain limits, as of neceſſitic it muſt be'; and 
though all Orthodox Churches muſt live in Communion 
with each other, yet no particular Church can pretend 
to 
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to any original Authority over another Church, or 
the Members of it, as is the conſtant Doctrine of Pro- 
teſtants, in oppoſition to the Uſurpations of the Church 
of Rome. But I perceive Sir you know nodifference be- 
tween the Authority and Power, and the Communion 
of the Church. 

But you add, If zt be, then as he who is not admitted 
into this Church, is no Member of the Catholick, and has 
10 right to the benefits of being a Member of Chriſts Bod) : 
ſo is it with every one, who is excluded by Church-Cenſures, 
though excommunicated for a ſlight contempt or neglett, nay, 
for a wrongful canſe. 

Truly Sir, I know not how any man 1s admitted 
into the Church of England, any otherwiſe than as he 
is admitted into the whole Catholick Church, vzz, by 
Baptiſm, which does not make us Members of any par- 
ticular Church, but of the Univerſal Church, which 
Obliges us to Communicate with that part of the Ca- 
tholick Church wherein we live ; and whoever lives 
in Eng/and, and renounces Communion with the 
Church of England, is a Schiſmatick from the Cathc- 
lick Church, 

And whoever is Excommunicated from one ſound 
part of the Catholick Church, is Excommunicated trom 
the whole. But then, there is this difference between 
Excommunication and Schiſm; the firſt is a Judicial 
Sentence, the ſecond is a Mans own Choice ; the firſt 
is not valid unleſs it be inflicted for a juſt cauſe, the ſe- 
cond is always valid, and does in its own nature cut 
Men off from all Communion with Chriſts Body. I fay 
in its own Nature, for I will not pretend to determine 
the final States of Men, for I know not what gracious 
allowances God will make for ſome Schiſmaticks, no 
more than Ido what favour he may allow to other Sin- 
ners. | 

But 
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But you proceed. 1 it be no part of the Divine Cove- 
ant, then a Man that lives here may be a true Member of 
the Catholick Church, though he 1s not in Communion with thi; 
Sound Church. | 

This is another Horn of your formidable Dilemma. 
If Obedience to the Authoritie and Cenſures of the par- 
ticular National Church of Erg/and is no part of the 
Divine Covenant, then thoſe Baprized Chriſtians, who 
live in Ezge/aud, are not bound to the Communion of 
the Church of Ee/and, and may be Catholick Chriſtians 
for all that. As it becauſe the SubjeRts of Spain are not 
bound to obey the King of Eng/and, theretore Engliſh 
Men are not bound to obey him neither, but may be 
very gocd Subjeds tor all that. 

We arc bound by the Divine Law, to live in Commu- 
nion with all true Catholick Churches, and to obey the 
Governours of the Ehurch wherein we live; and there- 
tore though Obedience to the Church of England te not 
a Law to allthe World, yet it isa Law toall Engliſh Chri- 
ſtians inhabiting in this Church. But your way of argu- 
108 1s, as if a Man ſhould fay,It isa Divine Law to obey 
Civil Magiſtrates, but there is no Divine Law that all 
the World ſhould obey the King of England, France or 
Spain, therefore French or Engliſh Subjects are not bound 
to obey their own Prince. Oh what comfortable Do» 
ctrine is this to ſome Men ! 

You proceed. But you will ſay ( which I think is not 
much to the queſtion) that he ought to Communicate, if Com- 
munion may be had. 

Yes, I dofay this; and I believe by this time youllce, 
or at leaſt others will ſee, that it is much to the queſti- 
ON. 
But then Query,whether the Diſſenters may not reply,that 
they are ready to Communicate,f the Communion be not clog'd 
with ſome things, which are no part of the Divine Covenant. 

Yes, 
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Yes, they may replie ſo if they pleaſe, or Anonymus 
for them ; but whoever does it, the replie is very weak 
and impertinent. It is weak, becauſe Obedience to Au- 
thority,inall lawful things,1s 1n a large notion part of the 
Divine Covenant : And it 1s very impertinent, becauſe 
the Suppoſition of Communicating, where Communion 
may be had, ſuperſedes that Query. For Communion 
cannot be had, where there are any ſinſul Terms of 
Communion : and though Iaſſert, that the Church muſt 
be founded on a Divine Covenant, I never ſaid, that no- 
thing muſt be enjoyned by the Church, but what is ex- 
preſs'd in that Covenant. A Corporation, which is foun- 
ded upon a Royal Charter, you know, may have Autho- 
ritie to make By-Laws, which ſhall oblige all the Mem- 
. bers of it, and ſo are Terms of Communion with it; and 
yet it is the Charter, not theſe By-Laws, whereon the 
Corporation is founded. I was not concerned to Ex- 
amine the Terms of Communion, ( that is, and will bes 
done by other hands) but, ſuppoſing nothing Sinful 
in our Communion, whether all Chriſtians, that livein 
this Church, are not bound to live in Communion with 
If. 

Q. 3. Your next Query concerns the Derivation of 
Church-Power from Chriſt himſelf, without any im- 
mediate Derivation from other Church - Governours ; 
which does not at all concern my Doftrine of Church- 
Communion ; for whether it be fo or fo, ſtill we are - 
bound to maintain Communion with all ſound parts of 
the Catholick Church ; ſo Church-Authoritie be Deri- 
ved from Chriſt any way, it is well enough, but then 
we muſt be ſure that it is ſo: and if Chriſt have appoin- 
ted no ordinarie way for this, but by the hands of 
Men, who received their Authoritie immediately from 
himſelf, I know not who can appoint any other 
way. 

C But 
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But may not a Lay-man preach the Goſpel and ga- 


> ther a Church in a Heathen Country , where there is 
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none of the Clergy to do it? I ſuppoſe he may ; and if 
you pleaſe to conſult the Vindication of the Defence of 
Dr. Stillingfieets Unrealonableneſls of Separation , 
33r1, &c. you will finde this caie largely deba- 
ted. 

But it ſeems it doth not fatisfe you, that this be al- 
lowed onely incaſe of Neceſlity, tor then up ſtart two 0- 
ther Queries. 

1. Whether this will nat put the being of our Church up- 
on a very hazardous iſſue, and oblige your ſelf to prove, that 
it was a true Church before the Reformation ? 

Anſ. This is no hazard at all, tor the Church of F»- 
gland was certainly a true, though a corrupt, Church be- 
tore the Reformation, as the Church of Rowe 1s at this 
day. A true Church is that which has every thing Ef- 

dential to the being of a Church, though mixt with ſuch 
other Corruptions, as make its Communion dangerous 
and ſinful, asa Dileaſed Man is a true Man ; and remove 
theſe Corruptions, and then it is not onely a true, but a 
ſound Church, as the Church of England is at this day. 
And it you will not allow this, I doubt, Sir, all private 
Chriſtians will be. at as great a loſs for their Baptiſm, as 
the Church will be for Orders. But the caſe of a True 
and Sound and Catholick Church, if you pleaſe, you 
may ſee Stated inthe ſame Book to which I reterred you 
betore. 

And thus your ſecond Query is anſwered , that 
though this Church was Antichriſtian before the Re- 
formation, yet there was not the ſame Necefſlity for 
private Chriſtians to uſurp the Miniſterial Office with- 
out a regular Authoritie, as there is for a Lay-man in 
a Heathen Nation, becauſe an Antichriſtian, that is, _- 

mo 
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moſt corrupt Church, retains the Power of Orders, as 
well as of Sacraments, 

As for that Independent Principle, that Chriſt has in- 
ſtituted a Power in the Church ro ordain her own Offi- 
cers, you may lce it Examined in the Defence of Dr. $23/!, 
Unr. of Sep. p. 305, Nc. 

But what now is all this to me? I don't charge our Dif- 
ſenters with Schiſm from the Invalidity of their Orders, 
but for their cauſeleſs and ſinful Separation. Let usſup- 
poſe, that they haveno need of any Orders, or that ſuch 
Orders as they have are good, or that they had Epiſco- 
pal Orders, and were Governed by Biſhops of their own, 
as the Donatiſts were, yet they would be never the leſs 
Schiſmaticks for that, while they ſeparate from the 
Church of England, and from each other. It Orders be 
neceſſary, and they have no Orders, then they are no 
Churches at all ; it they have true Orders, and are true 
Churches, but yet divide Chriſttan Communion by Se- 
parating from any Sound part of the Chriſtian Church, 
they are Schiſmaticks. 

4. Q Whether from the Suppoſition, that there ought 
to- be but one Church-Covenant throughout the C atholick 
Church, that there cannot be one true Church within another, 
and that the Nature of Catholick-Communion is ſuch, that 
one ought to be ready to Communicate with any Sound 
Church, from which one 1s not hindred by reaſon of the Di- 
flance of Place 2 it do's not follow. 

Anſ. Fair and Softly! let us firſt conſider the Suppo- 
ſitions, before we conſider what follows from them; for 
you have ſo mif-repreſented, ſo curtailed thele Propoſi- 
tions, and ſo mixt and blended things of a different Na- 
ture, that it is neceſiarie to reſtore them to their true 
Senſe and proper Place again, before we can tell what 
follows. 

I aſſerted, that the Chriſtian Ghurch is founded upon 
C2 a 
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a Divine Covenant, and ſince God hath made but one 
Covenant with mankind in Chriſt Jeſus, theretore there 
can be but one Chriſtian Chureh throughout the World, 
founded on this one Covenant. 

Having explained the general notion of Church-Com- 
munion, which ſignifies no more than Church- Fellowſhip and 
Society, that to be in Communion with the Church-is to be 
a Member of the Church, | came to enquire, what made a 
Separate Church. For if there be but one Church and one 
Communion, of which all true Chriſtians and Chriſtian Chur- 
ches are or ought to be Members, then thoſe Churches, which 
are not Members of each other, are Separate Churches. 
And for a tuller explication of this, I obſerved ſeveral 
things. 

I. That there muſt be but one Church in one Place. Be- 
caufe there is no other Rule of Catholick-Communion, but to 
Communicate in all Religious Offices, and all As of Govern- 
ment and Diſcipline, with thoſe Chriſtians with whom they 
live. For to Renounce the Ordinary Communion of Chriſti- 
ans, or true Chriſtian Church, is to divide the Unity and 
Cqmmunion of the Church ; and to withdraw our ſelves from 
Ordinary Communion with the Church in which we live, in- 
to diſtint and ſeparate Societies for Worſhip, is to Renounce 
their Communion, and when there is not a neceſſary cauſe for 
it, is a Schiſmatical Separation. 

And alittle after I added, If al! Chriſtzans are Members 
of the one Body of Chrift, nothing can juftifie the diftin 
ttion of C Iriffias into ſeveral Churches, but onely ſuch a di- 
Fance of place, as makes it neceſſary and ex 2; to put 
them under the Condutt and Government of ſeveral Biſhops, 
for the greater Edification of the Church in the more eafre and 
regular Adminiftration of Diſcipline. And therefore nothing 
can juftifie the gathering a Church out of a Church, and di- 
viding Neighbour-Chriftians into diftinft Communions. 
Now then let us conſider what follows. 
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1. You fay, either that the French Proteſtants have 


'no Church here, but are Schiſmaticks in not Communicating 


with ours; Or that ours is guilty of Schiſm, in making the 
Terms of Communion ſo ſtreight, that it is not the Duty of 


. of every one ( though a licenſed Stranger ) to Communicate 


with this Church. 

Anſ. If any Foreign Church among us, which by 
Royal Favour is allowed the Obſervation of their 
own Diſcipline and Rules of Worſhip, Renounce Com- 
munion with the Church of Exg/and, or Communicate 
with our Separatiſts, ſhe is Schiſmatical her ſelf; as 
the Proteſtant Churches in Fravce, Geneva, or Holland 
would be, ſhould they do the like. But it there beany 
reaſon to allow thoſe Foreigners, which are among, us, 
to Form and Model their Congregations according to 
the Rules of their own Churches to which they original- 
ly belong, this is no more a Schiſm, than there 1s be- 
tween the Proteſtant Churches of France and England, 
which own each others Communion. 

A bare Variety of Rites and Ceremonies makes no 
Schiſm between Churches ; our Church pretends not 
to give Laws to other Churches, in ſuch matters, but 
leaves them to their Liberty, as ſhe takes her own : 
and why an Eccleſiaſtical Colony may not for great 
reaſons be Tranſplanted into another Church, as well 
as a Civil Colony into another Kingdom, while they 
live in Communion with each other, I cannot tell. It 
is a different thing to gather a Church out ofa Church, 
and to Tranſplant ſome Members of one Church into a- 
nother (maintaining the ſame Communion, though with 
ſome peculiar and different uſages) with the conſent of 
the Church to which they come. 

The caſe of Strangers and Natives has always been 
accounted very different, both upon a Religious and Ci- 
vil account : Every particular National Church has 
Authority 
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Authority over her own Members, to dire&t and Go- 
vern her own Communion, and preſcribe the Rules of 
Worſhip; but as ſhe does not Impoſe upon other 
Churches at a diſtance, ſo ſhe may allow the fame lt- 
berty to the Members of ſuch Foreign Churches, when 
they live within her Juriſdiction, without breach of 
Communion: for tho the Communion of the whole 
Chriſtian Church is but one, and all true Catholick 
Churches are Members of cach other, yet the Authori- 
ty and JuriſdiCtion is difterent ; every Church challeng- 
ing a peculiar Authority , which 1t exerciſeth 1n its 
own Communion ; and therefore for the Church of 
England to ſuffer Foreign Churches to obſcrve their 
own Cuſtoms and Ulages, is not to allow of diſtin& 
and ſeparate Communions in her own Bowels, ( which 
were Schiſmatical, ) but oncly to exempt ſuch Con- 
gregations of Strangers from her particular Juriſdiction, 
and to leave them to the Government and Authority of 
the Church to which they belong, 

There was no ſuch thing indeed allowed in the 
Primitive Church, as diſtinct Congregations of Foreig- 
ners under a difterent Rule and Government; and it 
were very deſirable, that all Chriſtians who have oc- 
caſion to live in other Countries, would conform to 
all the innocent and laudable cuſtoms of the Church 
where they ſojourn, which ſeems moſt agreeable to Ca- 
tholick Communion; but yet diſtinct Congregations of 
Foreigners, who own the Cammunion of our Church, 
tho they obſerve the cuſtoms of their own, are not 
Schiſmatical, as the Separate Conventicles of Diſlenters 
are. 

2. But does it not follow from the obligation to com- 
municate, or to be ready to communicate with any true 
Church where diſtance does not hinder, that a Member of 
the Church of England 7s not obliged to conſtant Commu- 
niou 
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nion with that Church, but may occaſionally communicate 
with the French Church, nay with Diſſenters too, if he be- 
lieves that any of their Congregations is a true Member of 
the Catholick Church 2 

Anſ. This is a great Maſtery of Wit, to turn my 
own Artillery upon me. I prove the Diſſenters to be 
Schiſmaticks, becauſe they ſer up a Church within a 
Church, whereas there ought to be but one Church and 
one Communion in one place, every Chriſtian being 
bound to Communicate with the ſound part of the 
Catholick Church in the place wherein he lives ; for 
according to the Laws of Catholick Communion, no- 
thing but diſtance of place can ſuſpend our obligation 
to actual Communion; Hence you conclude, that we 
muſt Communicate with Schiſmaticks, if there be any 
among us, or ſo near to us, that diſtance does not hin- 
der our Communion. But you ſhould conſider, that 
our obligation to Catholick Communion does equally 
oblige us to renounce the Communion of Schiſmaticks 
whether at home or abroad; and tho we ſhould allow 
them to be true Churches, yet if Schiſmatical, they are 
not Catholick Churches, and therefore not the objetts of 
Catholick-Communion. of he SEX 

But however, we may lawfully Communicate with 
the French Church that is among us, as occaſion 
ſerves. Yes, no doubt we may, becauſe they are in 
Communion with us. Bur then follows the Murder- 
ing confequence, that'a Member of the C hurch of Fng- 
land is not bound to a conſlant Communion with her. 1 
pray , why ſo? every Member, as a Member, is in 


conſtant Communion ; for to be in Communion wirh _— of 
s Church, is to be a Member of it, as I pro- ,{* 


ved at large : but then Church-Commmunion does 
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Church, and therefore it is no interruption of our 
| Communion 
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Communion with the Church of Exg/and to Commu- 
nicate aCtually with any Church, which 1s in Commu- 
nion with her : for as all Chriſtians, who are neither 
Hereticks nor Schiſmaticks, are Members of the Ca- 
tholick Church, ſo they are in Communion with the 
Catholick Church, and every ſound part of it. The 
State of Communion is conitant with the whole Ca- 
tholick Church, the a&ts of Communion are performed 
ſometimes in one part of it, ſometimes in another, as 
our preſence, abode, or occaſions, require; and thus 
it is. poſſible aftually to Communicate with the French 
Church, either in Eng/axd or out of England, without 
interrupting our Communion with the Church of Eyg- 
land; for the Communion is one and the ſame in all 
Chriſtian Churches, which are in Communion with each 
other, though they may obſerve different Rites and 
Modes of Worſhip. ' 

And thisI ſuppoſe is a Sufficient anſwer to that o- 
ther untoward conſequence, that if the Members of the 
Church of England may occaſionally Communicate 
with the French Church, then Conſtant Communion is not 
always a Duty, where occaſional Communion is lawful ; 1 
ſuppoſe, becauſe we are not bound to a conſtant a- 
tual or © preſential Communion with the French 
Church, though we may occaſionally Communicate 
with it. 

But certainly, Sir, Had you ever conſidered, what I 
diſcourſt about conſtant and occaſional Communion, you 
would not have made ſuch an Objection as this: For this 
is a Modern diſtinction, which hasno ſence at the bottom, 
as I plainly ſhewed. But however, by conſtant Com- 
munion, our Diſſenters underſtand the performing the 
Ads of Communion, always or ordinarily in the ſame 
Church ; and by occaſional Communion, performing the 
A@sof Communion ſometimes, or as occaſion ſerves, in 
another 
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another Church ; now with reſpe& to this Notion of 


. conſtant or occaſional Communion, as it ſignifies the 


conſtant and ordinary, or the Occaſional Atts of Com- 
munion, muſt that queſton be underſtood, whether Con- 
ſtant Communion he a Duty, where Occaſional Communiox 
is Lawful ; the meaning ot which queſtion is this, whes- 
ther when other reaſons and circumſtances determine 
my. Perſonal Communion Ordinarily vo one Church, 
it be not my Duty to Communicate ordinarily with that 
Church, if I can lawfully Communicate ſometimes-with 
it : and there being no other reaſon to juſtifie non-Com- 
munion with any Church with which I am bound for 
other reaſons Ordinaril y toCommunicate , but onely 
Sinful Terms of Communion, and there being no Co- 
lour for ſuch a Pretence, where occaſional Communion 
is acknowledged Lawtul, ( for Sinful Terms of Com- 
munion make occaſional as well as conſtant Atts of 
Communion Sinful ) I hence conclude, that it is a necet- 
fary Duty to Communicate conſtantly or ordinarily 
with that Church in which I live, if it be Lawtul 
to Communicate occaſionally , or ſometimes , with 
IC. 

But if any Man will beſo perverſe as to underſtand 
this Queſtion, as you now do, not of the Communion 
of a Church which tor other reaſons we are bound to 
Communicate Ordinarily with, but of any Church 
with which I may Lawfully Communicate as occaſion 
ſerves, it makes it an abſurd and ſenſeleſs Propoſition, to 
ſay, that conſtant Communion ( by that meaning pre- 
ſential and perſonal Communion ) is always a Duty, 
where occaſional Communion is lawtul. For at this rate, 
it occaſional Communion with the Proteſtant Church- 
es of France, Geneva, Holland, Germany, be Lawtul, 
it becomes a neceſſary Duty for me to Communicate 
always perſonally and preſentignally with all theſe 
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Churches at the ſame rime, which no man can do, who 
can be preſent but in one place at a time. But yet thus 
far the Propoſition holds univerſally true, that whatever 
Church I can occaſionally Communicate with without 
Sin, I am alſo bound to Communicate conſtantly with, 
whenever ſuch reaſons , as are neceſſarie to determine 
my Communion to a particular Church, make it my Du- 
tie todo ſo. And no man in his Wits ever underſtood 
this Queſtion in any other ſenſe. 

But this you think cannot be my meaning ; For accor- 
cording to me no Man is obliged to be a Member of one Sound 
Church more than another, provided the diſtance is not ſo 
great, but that he may Communicate with both. 

It is wonderful to me, Sir, how you ſhould come to fa- 
ſten ſo many abſurd Propoſitions upon me; and I would 
deſire of you for the future, if you have no regard to 
your own Reputation, yet upon Principles of Com- 
mon Honeſty, not to write ſo haſtily, but to take ſome 
time to underſtand a Book, before you undertake to con» 
tute it. 

Where dol fay, that no man is Obliged to be a Member 
of one Sound Church more than of another 2 I aſſert in- 
deed, that no Baptized Chriſtian is a Member of any par- 
ticular Church, conſidered meerly as particular, but is a 
Member of the univerſal Church, and of all ſound Ortho- 
dox Churches, as parts of the Univerſal Church. This 
puts him into a State of Communion with the whole 
Church, without which he cannot be properly faid to 
perform any AC&t of Church-Commumion , though he 
ſhould join in all the Acts and Offices of Chriſtian 
worſhip : But is there no difference between being a 
Member of the Univerſal Church, and of all particular 
Churches, which are Parts and Members of the Uni- 
verfal Church, and »ot to be Obliged to be a Member of 
one Sound Church more than of another > The firſt ſup« 
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poſes, that every Chriſtian, whatever particular Church 
he aftually Communicates 1n, is a Member of the whole 
Chriſtian Church, and of all particular Sound Churches ; 
the ſecond ſuppoſes the quite contrary, that Chriſtians 
are ſo Members of one Church,-as they are not of ano- 
ther ; that conſtant Communion in a particular Church 
confines their Church-Memberſhip to that particular 
Church in which they Communicate. 

So that the queſtion is not, what Church I muſt be 
a Member of; tor every Chriſtian is a Member of the 
whole Church, not meerly of this or that particular 
Church ; but what particular Church I muſt Commus- 
nicate in : now our Obligation to Communicate in a 
certain particular Church, reſultsfrom the place where- 
in we live; The Church in which we were Born and 
Baptized, and have our Ordinary abode and Reſidence, 
the Church which is incorporated into the State of 
which we are Natural Subjects, if it bea true and ſound 
Chriſtian Church , Challenges our Communion and 
Obedience. 

Now in the ſame place, there never can be any Com- 
petition between two Churches, becauſe there muſt be 
but one Church in the ſame place, and therefore there 
can be no diſpute in what Church we muſt conſtantly 
Communicate, which muſt be the Church in which we 
live. 

Bur is there not a French, and a Dutch, as well as an 
Engliſh Churchin London, and ſince diſtance of place does 
not hinder, may we not chooſe, which of theſe we will or- 
dinarily Communicate with ? 

I anſwer no, we have onely the Church of England 
in England. The French Church is in France, and the 
Dutch Church is in Holand, though there is a French 
and Dutch Congregation allowed in London. Theſe Con- 
gregations. belong to their own Original — 

D 2 an 


| [20] 


and are under their Government and Cenſures; but there 
is no Church-Power and Authority in Exg/and, but on- 
ly of the Church of Exg/and, and theretore though we 
may occaſionally Communicate with the French Con- 
gregation, our Obligation to conſtant Communion is 
with the Church of England, which alone has Authori- 
ry and Juriſdittion in Ewg/and to require our Commu- 
nion and Obedience: one particular Church is diſtin- 
guiſht from another not by a diſtin&t and ſeparate 
Communion , which is Schiſmatical, but by diſtin& 
Power and Juriſdiftion ; and that Church within whoſe 
Juriſdiction we live, can onely Challenge our Commu- 
nion; and I ſuppoſe no Man will fay, that in this ſence, 
we live in the French or Dutch Church , becauſe there is 
a French and Dutch Church allowed ainong us. 

5. Your next Query is, Whether a trae Chriſtian, 
though not viſibly admitted into Church-Communion, where 
he wants the Means, has not a virtual Baptiſm in the 
Anſwer of a good Conſcience towards God, according to 1. 
Peter, 2. 21. 

Anſ. What this concerns me, I cannot tell, I ſpeak 
onely of the Neceſſity of Viſible Communion 1 Viſible 
Members, you put a queſtion, whether the want of 
Viſible Admiſſion by Baptiſm, when it can't be had, 
may not be ſupplied with the anſwer of a good Con- 
ſcience towards God, I hope in ſome caſes it may, 
though I do not hope this from what St. Peter faies, 
who onely ſpeaks of that Anſwer of a good Conſcience, 
which is made at Baptiſm, not of that, which is made 
without it. But what God will accept of in this caſe, is 
not my buſineſs todetermie; unbaptized Perſons are no 
Viſible Members of the Church, and therefore not ca- 
pable of Viſible Communion, and therefore not concer- 
ned at all in this diſpute. 

6. Query, Why a profeſt Atheiſt, who has been _ 
2e 
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zed, and out of Secular Intereſt continues a Communicant 
with this Church, is more a Member of the Catholick Church 
than ſach as are above deſcribed. | 

Anſ. Neither Atheiſts nor Schiſmaticks are Mem- 
bers of the Catholick Church. But this is a vile inſinu- 
ation againſt the Governours and Government of our 
"Church, as if profeit Atheiſts were admitted to Com- 
munion. Though poſſibly there may be ſome Atheiſts, 
yet I never met yet with one, who would profeſs him- 
ſelf an Atheiſt. If I ſhould, I aſſure you, I would not 
admit him to Communion, and I hope there is no Mi- 
niſter of the Church of Eng/and would; and I am ſure, 
no Man, who had any kiadneſs for the Church, with 
which he pretends to hold Communion, would ask ſuch 
a queſtion. 

7. Query. Whether as the Catholick Church is compared 
to a Rody of Men incorporated by one Charter ſhould upon 
x 6 of a poſſibility of the forfeiture of the Charter to 
the whole Body, by the Miſcarriages of any of the Officers, 
does it likewiſe follow that the Miſcarriages of any of the 
Officers, or the Church Repreſentative, as 1 remember 
Biſhop Sanderſon calls the Clergy, may forfeit the Privi- 
ledges given by Chriſt to his Church, or at leaſt may ſu- 
ſpend them 2 As ſuppoſe a Proteſtant Clergy taking their 
Power to be as large as the Church of Rome chim'd, 
ſhould deny the Laity the Sacraments, as the Popiſh did in 
Venice, and here in King Johns time, during the Interditts, 
quid inde operatur ? 

Anſ. Jaſt as much as this Query does, the reaſon of 
which I cannot eaſily gueſs. I aſſerted indeed, that as 
there is but one Covenant on which the Church is toun- 
ded, fo there can be but one Church to which this Co- 
venant belongs; and therefore thoſe, who divide and 


ſeparate themſelves from this one Body of Chriſt, for» x. of 
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with the one Body of Chriſt ; which I illuſtrated by 
the inſtance of a Charter granted to a particular Corpo. 
ration, which no Man had any intereſt in , who divi-. 
ded himſelf from that Corporation to which this Char- 
ter was granted ; but what is this to forteiting a Char- 
ter by the Miſcarriages of Officers 2 I doubt Sir, your 
Head has been Warmed with Quo Warranto's, which 
ſo affe& your Fancy, that you can Dream of nothing 
clle. 

I was almoſt afraid, when your hand was in, I 
ſhould never have ſeen an end of theſe Queſtions ; and I 
know no more reaſon, why you fo ſoon left oft asking 
Queſtions, than why you askt any at all; for I would 
undertake to ask five hundred more, as pertinent to the 
buſineſs as moſt of theſe. You have not indeed done 
yet, but have « reſerve of particular Queries ; but gene- 
ral Queries are the moſt formidable things, becauſe it is 
harder to find what they relate to, than how to Anſwer 
them. 4 

You have three ſets of Queries relating to three ſeve- 
ral Propoſitions, beſides a parting blow of four Queries 
relating to my Text. 

The firſt Propoſition you are pleaſed to queſtion me 
about is this, That owr Saviour made the Apoſtles and 
their Succeſſors Governours of his Church, with promiſe 
to be with them to the end of the World. Which I al- 
ledged to prove, that when the Church is called zhe 
Body of Chriſt, it does not ſignifie a confuſed multitude 
of Chriſtians, but a regular Society under Order and 
Government. 

Now Sir, is this true or falſe? if it be falſe, then 
the Church is not a governed Society, is not a Body, 
but a confuſed heap and multitude of Independent In- 
dividuals, which is ſomewhat worſe than Independent 
Churches. If it be true, why do you ask all theſe 
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Queſtions, unleſs you have a mind to confute our Savi- 
our, and burleſque his Inſtitutions : but ſince I am con- 
demned to anſwer queſtions, | will briefly conſider them. 
1. Whether our Saviours promiſe of Divine Aſſiſtance, 
did not extend to all the Members of the Church, conſider- 
ing every man in his reſpettive ſtation and capacity, as well 
as the Apoſtles, as ChurclfGovernours 2 For which you may 
compare St. John with St. Matthew. 

Anſ. No doubt but there are promiſes, which relate to 
the whole Church, and promiſes which belong to parti- 
cular Chriſtians, as well as promiles which relate peculi- 
arly to the Apoſtles and Governours of the Church, in 
the exerciſe of their Miniſterial Office and Authority : 
but what then 2 Chriſt is with his Church, with his Mi- 
niſters, with particular Chriſtians, to the end of the 
World, but in a difterent manner, and to different pur- 
poſes; and yet that promiſe theres peculiarly made to 
the Apoſtles, including their Succeffors alſo; for the A- 
poſtles themſelves were not to continue here to the end 
of the World, but an Apoſtolical Miniſtry was. 

2. Therefore Query, Whether it ſignifies any thing to 
fa there is no promiſe to particular Churches, provided 
there be to particular Perſtns, ſuch as are in charity with 
all Men, and are ready to communicate with any Church 
which requires no more of them, than what they conceive to 
be their duty ; according to the Divine Covenant 2 

Anſ. It ſeems to me to bea harder Query, what 
this Query means ; or how it concerns that Authority, 
which our Saviour has given to his Apoſtles for the 
Government of the Church ; to which this Query re- 
lates.. I aſſerted indeed, that Chriſt hath made no 
Covenant with any particular, but onely with the U- 
niverſai Church, which includes particulars as Mem- 
bers of it; nor has he made any promiſe to particular 
Perſons, but as Members of the Church, and in Com= 
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munion with it, when it may be had upon lawful terms. 
Whoever breaks the Communion of the Church 
without neceſſary reaſon, tho he may in other things 
be a very good natur'd man, yet he has not true Chri- 
{tian Charity , which unites all the Members of the 
ſame Body in one Communion; and tho the Church 
may preſcribe Rules of Worfhip , which are not ex- 
preſſed in the Divine Covenant, this will not juſtifie 
a Separation, if ſhe commands nothing which is for- 
bid ; for the very Authority Chriſt has committed to 
his Miniſters, requires our obedience to them in things 
lawful; and if Men will adhere to their own private 
Fancies in oppoſition to Church-Authority , they are 
guilty of Schiſm, and had beſt conſider, whether fuch 
pride and opinionativeneſs will be allowed tor ex- 
cuſc. 

3. Whether if the promiſe you mention be confined to 
the Apoſtles, as Church-Governours, it will not exclude the 
Civil Power. 

Anſ. There are peculiar promiſes made to Church- 
Governours, and to Civil Magiſtrates; their Autho- 
my and Power is very diſtinct, but very conſi- 

ent. 

4. What was the extent of the promiſe, whether it was 
to ſecure the whole Church, that its Governours ſhould 
never impoſe unlawful Terms of Communion, or that there 
never be a defettion of all the Members of the Catholick 
: hurch, but that there ſhould always be ſome true Mem- 

ers e 

Anſ. The promiſe is, that Chriſt will be with them 
in the diſcharge of their Miniſtry, and Exerciſe of their 
Power, and this is all I know of the matter ; our Saviour 
gave them Authority to Govern the Church, and this 
was to laſt tothe end of the World, as long as there is any 
Church 
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Church on Farth, which is all I cited it for, and fo much 
it certainly proves. 

The Second Propoſition: you raiſeQuerieson, is this. 
'Tis abſurd to gather a Church out of a Church of Baptized 
Chriſtians. 

This I do indeed aflert, that ſince the Church is 
founded on a Divine Covenant, and to be in Covenant 
with God, and tobe Members of his Church, is the ſame 
thing ; therefore Baptiſm whereby we are received in- 
to Covenant with God, makes us Members of the 
Church alſo; and this makes it very abſurd, to gather 
a Church out of Churches of Baptized Chriſtians, which 
ſuppoſes that they were not a Church before : inſtead 
of conſidering the reaſon, whereon this is founded, as 
every honeſt Writer ſhould do, you onely put a perverſe 
Comment on it. 

By which (ſay you) 7 ſuppoſe you mean, That Men 
ought not to Separate from ſuch, and live in a diſtin#t 
Church-Communion from any Church of Baptized Chriſti- 
ans; which I conceive needs explaining. But if this were 
true, it were plain enough, but the fault is, that it is 
not true; for we may Separate from any Church of 
Baptized Chriſtians, if their Communion be Sinful ; 
which juſtifies a Separation from the Church of Rome, 
and anſwers your two firſt Queries. 

But indeed the Propoſition, as aſſerted by me, does 
not ſo much as concern a Separation from a Church, 
let the cauſe be what it will, juſt or unjuſt. For the 
Independents, who are the Men for gathering Church- 
es, do not own, that they Separate trom any Church, 
but that they form themlelves into a Church-State, 
which they had not before, and which no Chriſtians, 
according to their Principle, have, who are not 
Members of Independent Churches. Baptiſm , they 


acknowledge, makes Men Chriſtians at large, but not 
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Church-Members, which I ſhewed mult needs be very 
abſurd, if the Church be a Body and Society of Men 
founded on a Divine Covenant ; for then Baptiſm, which 
admits us into Covenant with God, makes us Members 
of the Church ; and they may as well rebaptize Chriſti- 
ans, asform them into new Church-Societies. 

This I ſuppoſe may fatisfie you, how 1mpertinent all 
your Queries are under this head. 

Your two firſt concern the Separation from the 
Church of Rome, which was not made upon Indepen- 
dent Principles, becauſe they were no Church, but be- 
cauſe they were a corrupt Church. 

3. Whether every Biſhoprick in England be not ſo ma- 
wy Churches within the National. Anf. Every Biſhop- 
rick is a diſtin Epiſcopal Church, and the Union of 
them in one National Communion , makes them not fo 
many Churches, within a National, but one National 
Church; which you may ſee explained at large in the 
Defence of Dr. $t:4. 2nr. of Separation. 

4- And therefore Independent and Presbyterian 
Churches are indeed within the National ( Churches 
within a Church, which is Schiſmatical ) but not one 
National Church, as Biſhopricks are. 

5. And therefore tho we ſhould allow them to have 
the External Form and all the Eſſential; of a Church 
( which is a very liberal grant) yet they are not in Catho- 
lick Communion, becauſe they are Schiſmaticks. 

6. And this is all I am to account for, that they are 
not in Viſible Communion with that one Church and 
Body of Chriſt to which the promiſes are made. But 
what allowances Chriſt will make for the miſtakes of 
honeſt well-meaning. Men, who divide the Communi- 
on of the Church, I cannot determine. I can hope as 
Charitably, as any Man, but I dare not be fo Cha- 
ritable, as to make Church-Communion an indiffe- 
rent 


\ GI Ogg n——_ 


[27]. 


rent thing, which is the great Bond of Chriſtian Cha- 
rity. 

SY You take occafion for your next Queries, from 
what I fay of the Independent Church-Covenant ; you 
ſay, I ſuppoſe, that the Independents exclude themſelves 
from Catholick Communion, by requiring of their Members a 
new contratt, nopart of the Baptiſmal vow. 

I prove indeed from their placing a Church-State in 
a particular explicite Covenant between Paſtor and 
People, that they ſeparate themſelves from the whole 
Body of Chriſtians; for no other Chriſtians, which are 
not in Covenant with them, are Members of their 
Church , nor can they be Members of any other 


Church. AndI proved that thoſe are Separate Church- ze. of 
£5, Which are not Members of each other, and do not ng P- 
own each others Members for their own. For the *”' 


Notion of Church - Communion: confiſts in Church- 
Memberſhip, and therefore no Man is in Communion 
with that Church of which he is no Member ; and if 
no Man can be a Member of a Church, but by ſuch an 
explicite Independent Covenant, then he 1s a Member 
of no Church but that, with which he is in Covenant, 


and conſequently is in Communion with no Church, 


but that particular Independent Congregation of which 
heis a Member by a particular Covenant. And it thoſe 
be Schiſmaticks and Schiſmatical Churches, which are 
not in Communion with each other, then all Indepen- 
dents muſt be Schiſmaticks, for they are in Communion 
with none, but. their own Independent Congregations. 
Let us now hear your Queries. 

Q. 1. Whether any Obſtacle to Catholick Communion 
Brought in by Men, may not be a means of depriving Men 
of it, as well as Covenant or Contratt ? 

Anſ. Yes it may, but with this Material difference : 


"**-- Othes. things hinder Communion as Sinful Terms of 
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Communion, this Independent Covenant in its own 
Nature Shuts up, Encloſes, and breaks Chriſtian 
Communion into as many Separate Churches and 
Communions, as there are Independent Congregations. 
Sinful Terms of Communion are a juſt cauſe ot Sepa- 
ration ; an Independent Church - Covenant 1s a State 
of Separation in its own Nature. The Communion of 
the Church may be reſtored by removing thoſe Sinful 
Terms of Communion, but there can be no Catholick 
Unity or Communion. in the Church under Independen- 
cy. 

"© If it may, which I ſuppoſe you will not deny, will 
you not then upon this account, make the Church: you live 
in more guilty than the Independents * Baptiſm you own 
zs the onely thing , which admits into the Catholick Church, 
but they require no new Covenant at Baptiſm, Ergo, they 
admit into the Church without any clog or hindrance of hu- 
mane Inventions. 

Anſ. Pray what compariſon is there- between the 
Church of England and Independency ? Whatever fault 
the Church of Eng/and may be charged with, as to 
its Rites and Ceremonies ( which I will not now di- 
{pute with you) yet all this is capable of a Remedy ; 
ſhe may give occaſion to Schiſm, if ſhe impoſes any 
unlawtul and Sinful Terms of Communion, but yet 
the Frame and Eſſential conſtitution of the Church is 
not Schiſmatica) ; but Independency is Schiſm in the 
very notion of it, and an Independent Conventicle is 
never capable of becoming a Member of the Catholick 
Church. 

But you fay, 7 own that Baptiſm is the onely thing 
which admits into the Catholick Church, i. e. which 
makes us Members of the Univerſal Church, and all 
ound parts of it, and that nothing elſe is neceſſary to 
make 2 Church-Member. Very right! I do ownthis ; 
but 
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but what is my owning this, to the Independents? For 
they donot, and willnotown it; they admit into their 
Churches, not by Baptiſm, but by a Human'and Vo- 
luntary Covenant, and will own none for Church- 
Members but ſuch. Baptiſm at moſt gives Men onely 
a diſpoſition to be Church-Members, but does not make 
them Members of any Church. 

But they require no new Covenant at Baptiſm, ergo, 
they admit into the Church without any clog or hindrance 
of "os Irvention, that 1s, they admit to Baptiſm with- 
out any new Covenant: becauſe Baptiſm doesnot,as they 
believe, admit into the Church, ergo, they admit into 
the Church without any clog ot human Invention. 
And yet Sir, I perceive you do not underſtand this 
matter neither : for though what their praCtiſe is now 
T cannot tell, yet according to their Principles, and 
former Practiſe, though they required no new Covenant 
of the Child to be Baptized, yet they would Baptize 
no Children, but of ſuch Parents, as were in Church- 
Covenant with them, which is the ſame thing; and a 
much greater clog to Baptiſm, than the Sign of the 
Croſs, which when I know your exceptions againſt, I 
will conſider them. 

And now Sir, nothing remains of your Firſt Letter, 
but ſome few Queries relating tothe meaning of my 
Text. Your Three firſt Queries come onely to this, 
whether every particular Church may not be called the 
Body of Chriſt. I anſwer, no doubt but it may, and 
yet Chriſt has but one Body, and all theſound Church- 
es in the World are but one Body, and muſt be but one 
Communion. As you may ſee proved at large in the 
Defence of Dr. $t:/. and the Vindication of that Defence, 
and thither I refer you. But what you mean by Chriſts 
Metaphorical Body, 1 confeſs, I cannot tell, and therefore 


cannot anſwer that Queſtion. 
Your 
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Your Fourth Query, concerns the nature of Schiſm, 
which you would not have conſiſt in dividing Com- 
munion through difference of Opinions, but through 
want of Charity, becauſe the Apoſtle ſays, that the 
Members have the ſame care one of another. Now 
methinks in the natural Body, ſhould the Members 
divide from each other, though they ſhould pretend to 
love one another dearly, they would not be thought to 
have fuch care of one another, as the Members of the 
fame Body m_ to have. The Application is eaſy, 
and you may find this matter plainly ſtated in the De- 
fence to which T have fo often referred you. 

Thus Sir I have honeſtly anſwered all your Queries, 
which you ſent me in your Firſt Letter, and which 
you challenge me, and conjure me as a Proteſtant Dis 
vine to anſwer Categoricaly in your Second; whether 
they were fo very conſiderable as to deſerve either to 
be Printed or Anſwered, I leave the Reader to con- 
ſider. 

Your Second Letter, though it be ſomewhat Pec- 
viſh, yet creates me but little trouble. It has brought 
torth but one Query, and half of that is already An- 
{wered. 

Whether , if the nature of Catholick Communion re- 
quires a readineſs to Communicate with any ſound Church, 
and yet a Church obliges us to Communicate with that 
alone, while diſtance does not hinder the occaſional and 

frequent Communion with others, is not that Church guilty 
of Schiſm in ſuch an Injunition contrary to the nature of 
Catholick Communion 2? 

Avxſ. No Church can be fo ſuppoſed to forbid Com- 
munion with any Church, which is in Commmunion 
with her: and as for Schiſmatical Conventicles, which 
you are pleaſed to- call ſound Churches, it is the Dury 
of the Church to forbid all Communion with _ 
ow 
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how near ſoever they be. For Catholick Communion 
obliges us only to Communicate in the Catholick 
Church, from whence Schiſmaticks have withdrawn 
and ſeparated themſelves ; and whoever Communicates 
with Schiſmaricks, is in ſo doing a Schiſmatick. 

Or at leaſt, (as you proceed) x it not impoſſible, 
that he who Communicates ſometimes with one true 
Church , ſometimes with another, can be a Schiſmatick, or 
any more than an Offender againſt a poſitive human 
Law 2 

Anſ. If ſuch true Churches be Schiſmatical , he that 
Communicates with a Schiſmatical Church, is Guilty 
of a Schiſmatical At; and how 1s it poſſible, it 
ſhould be otherwiſe? Should a Man ſometimes joyn 
with his Princes Forces , and ſometimes with his Ene- 
mies, and Fight ſometimes on the one fide, and ſome- 
times on the other, were he a Rebel or not? To be 
ſure he is a Rebel when he Fights againſt his Prince, 
though ſometimes he Fight for him. We may, and 
ought as occaſion ſerves to Communicate with any 
Church, which is in Catholick Communion; but where 
there are two oppoſite and ſeparate Communions , to 
Communicate with both , is like raking part on both 
ſides; and if one be in the right , and the other in the 
wrong, ſuch a man cannot be in the right al- 
ways. 

Well but however , he i no Schiſmatick, but only an 
Offender againſt a pofitive human Law. Yes, certainly 
he is a Schiſmatick, and an Offender, not meerly againſt 
human poſitive Laws, but againſt the Unity of the 
Church , and the Evangelical Laws of Catholick Com- 
munion. 

But this mention of Law puts me in mind of a paſ-. 
age or two at the beginning of your Pretace. You 
lay, perhaps it's xo abſurdity to ſuppoſe, that Men may 
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as well continue Members of the National Church , not- 
withſtanding their breaking many poſitive Laws, made for 
the outward management and ordering of it , though not 
Fundamental and neceſſary to its being ; as he who in- 
curs the penalty of any Statute of the Realm about Civil 
affairs, may however be a ſound Member of the State, 
if he keep from Treaſon and other Capital Crimes. 

Very right Sir! While Men continue in the Com- 
munion of the Church, they are Church-Members, 
though they may be irregular, and guilty of ſome Acts 
of Difobedience ; but methinks it 1s a little abſurd to 
fay, that thoſe continue Members of the Church, 
who ſeparate from it : Schiſm and Separation from 
the Church, is juſt what Treaſon and Rebellion is in 
the State, and ſuch perſons by your own confeſſion 
ceaſe tobe ſound Members. 

You add, Nay poſſibly , that there ſhould be ſeveral 
Religious Aſſemblies, lrving by different Cuſtoms and 
Rules,and yet continuing Members of the National Church, 
is not more inconſiſtent, than, that particular places ſhould 
have their particular Cuſtoms and By-Laws , differing 
from the Common Law of the Land, without making a di- 
ſtint Government. 

Anſ. Whatever variety and difference in the Rules 
of Worſhip in ſeveral Congregations, is conſiſtent with 
one Communion , may be granted, when the prudence 
of Governours ſees it fit and expedient. But Mr. Zum- 
þhry's projet, which I perceive you are nibling at , of 
making a National Church by an A& of Parliament, 
which ſhoulddeclare Presbyterians , Independants, &c. 
to be Parts of the National Church, is certainly the 
cunningeſt way of curing Schuſm, that ever was thought 
on : but you may find that expedient for Union at 
large conſidered m the Vindication of the Detenc 
of Dr.Stz/.. K | 
v® ; And 
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And. thus Sir proceed to your Third Letter, and 
here you run nothing but Dregsand Lees; and I hope 
you will not think it any neglect of you, if I do not 


anſwer you Paragraph by Paragraph, as I have done 


your firſt Letter , there being little new in this , but 
only a Repetition of your old Queries : and though 
you know Repetitions are very convenient to lengthen a 
Sermon, there is no need of ſuch Arts to lengthen this 
Anſwer, which is too long already. 

Your firſt Charge upon me is, that I only amuſe 


People with Equivocal Words and Terms : that I play zee 3. 
with the words, Church and Schiſm ; which had been no Þ: 16+ 


fault, had I played the right way with them, that is, had 
I ridiculed them, as you do, who think them words on» 
ly fit tobe played with , who have found out a Church 


without any Government, which 1s, only an Intreague ,, ,. 


between C ergy-men on all fides, who will not allow 


canſeleſs Separation from a Sound part of the Catholick ,, 


Church to be Schiſm , but place Schiſm wholly in want of 
Charity , and make it nothing elſe but ſome Diviſions 
and Contentions between the Members of the ſame 
Church,who ſtill live in Communion with one another ; 
a true Independent Notion to juſtifie cauſeleſs Separa- 
tions. Diviſions in the Church are certainly very Sinful, 
and a degree of Schiſm, as unnatural, as if the Mem- 
bers of the fame Body ſhould fight with each other , 
while they are United to the'fame Body ; but todivide 
from the ſame Body is the perfetion of Scaiſm, unleſs 
a quarrel be a Rent and Schiſm, but Separation be 
none. 

You deſire me to define, what I mean by a Church, 
when conſidered as Catholick and Univerſal, and when 
taken in a more reſtrained ſenſe. But this , I think 1 
have done already , if you had eyes to feeit ; and you 
may find it done morelargely in the Defence of Dr.S7:/. 

F But 
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But would not any Man, who had ever ſeen this diſcourſe, 
which you undertake to confute, wonder to hear you 
ask me, whether a Man has a right to be of a particular 


' Church as he is a Chriſtian; when the whole deſign of 


that Tract is to prove,that every Chriſtian by being ſo, 
is a Member of the Catholick Church, and has a right 
to Communicate with all ſound parts of the Catholick 
Church, and bound to Communicate with that part of 
it, in which he lives 2? 

In the next place you attempt to prove, that the 
Influences and Operations of the Holy Spirit, are not 
confined to the Viſible, but Inviſible Church : but not 
to examine your proof of it, which 1s nothing to the 
purpoſe, you may conſider, that the Viſible and Invi- 
ſible Church on Earth are not two, but one Church ; 
not that every Member of the Viſible Church is a 
Member alſo of the Inviſible, that is, every profeſt 
Chriſtian is not a true Believer ; but whoever is not a 
Member of the Viſible Church, and does not live in 
Communion with it, when it may be had, is not, 
that we know of, a Member of the Inviſible 
Church. 

We have no way to prove, that any Man is a Mem- 
ber of the Inviſible, who is not a Member of the Vitſi- 
ble Church; and what we do not, and cannot know , 
does not concern us ; ſecret things belong to God, and 
with him it becomes us to leave them. But this alſo 
you may find more largely diſcourſtin the Vindication 
of the Defence. 

You urge the caſe of Pope Yiftor , who, as you fay, 
in a Council or full repreſentative of that Church, ex- 
communicated the poor Aftans upon the Paſchal Contro- 
verſy. And that each Church was far enough from own- 
ing each others Memlers for their own ---- What fhould the 


poor Lay-Chriſtians do in this divided State 2 could they 


not 
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mot Communicate with both, or either, without danger of 
Schiſm themſelves 2 

Anſ. It is an cafie matter to put hard Caſes, almoſt 
about any thing; and if a particular hard Caſe, which 
either may poſſibly happen, or has ſometimes happen- 
. ed, is ſufficient to overthrow a ſtanding and general 
Rule, and to confute the moſt plain and convincing 
Evidence for it, there is nothing in Religion can be 
firm and ſtable. In the very fame manner Men Di- 
ſpute againſt the Being of a God, and a Providence, 
againſt the neceſſity ot Baptiſm, and the Lords Sup- 
per, againſt the Apoſtolical Power and Miniſtry, and 
all Church- Government, againſt the neceſſity of Be- 
lieving many fundamental Articles of our Faith , be- 
cauſe many , otherwife very good Men, from the 
Power and Prejudice of Education, or through weaknels 
of underſtanding, may be guilty of ſome damnable He- 
refies. 

But muſt there be no ſtanding Laws or Rules, be- 
cauſe there may happen ſome hard and difficult Caſes 2 
Does not humane Power make Proviſion againſt ſuch 
Caſes by Courts of Chancery, or the Prerogative of the 
Prince, and yet maintain the Authority and Sacredneſs 
of Laws? And will we not allow God himſelf a Power 
of Diſpenſing with Laws in hard Caſes, without deſtroy- 
ing the Authority of his Laws? Is not Church-Com- 
munion a neceſſary Duty , becauſe it may ſo happen, 
that ſometimes I cannot Communicate with any 
Church 2 Is not Schiſm a very grievous and damning fin, 
becauſe it may happen, that Men may be unavoidably, 
innocently, and without a Schiſmatical mind, engaged 
in a Schiſm ? 

I have evidently proved the necellity of Churcl:- 
Unity and Communion, and the evil and danger of 
Schiſm ; and if you can anſwer the Scripture-Evidence 
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produced in this Cauſe, I will carefully conſider it ; 
but it is no confutation of a plain Law, to urge hard 
Caſes againſt it,, which will overthrow all Laws, that 
ever were made. If you imagine, or can produce 
any real Caſe, wherein it is almoſt impoſſible for the 
Perſons concerned to know , that they are guilty of 
Schiſm, or to diſcover on which fide the Schiſm lies, 
or to avoid it without renouncing all Communion 
with the Church , which courſe ſoever they take, I 
leave all ſuch Caſes to God, who knows, when it is 
fit to diſpence with his own Laws ; and will take care 
of my own Duty according to Scripture-Rules , and 
not hope to juſtifie the ordinary breach of known Laws 
by fome extraordinary Caſes. 

And yet the Caſe, which you propoſe, is not ſo un-- 
anſwerable a difficulty, as you imagine. Several Coun- 
cils in Paleſtine, in Rome, in Pontus , and other places, 
Determine the Celebration of Eaſter on the day of the 
Reſurreftion , not on the Fourteenth Day of the 
Month , which was the Jewiſh Paſſover , (which di- 
ſpute you call a Miſtake in Arithmetick , but for what 
reaſon I know not) the Biſhops of Aja at the ſame 
time decree the obſervation of Eaſter on the Four- 
teenth Day , whatever Day of the wcek it fell on , ac- 
cording to the Ancient Obſervation of the Afay 
Churches. Pope Yiftor upon this, writes to ſeveral 
Biſhops very bitterly againſt them, and.-was very de-- 
ſirous to have them Excommunicated , and did as much 
as in him lay, denounce the Sentence againſt them, 

But this was ll reſented by other Biſhops in Comes. 
munion with him; and particularly 7renews wrote a 
Letter- to him about it, and earneſtly diſſwades him 
from it , and did prevent it from taking effect , if we 
will believe Euſebius. So far is it from being true, as: 
you aſſert, that Pope YiFor in. a Council Excommus-. 

nicated 


Tf wad 
nicated the poor Afrars ; what he did was only his 
own A& , which was diſpleaſing to other Biſhops, and 
which he was forc't to undo. Sothat here was a great 
deal of Heat and Warmth, and tendency towards a 
Schiſm, butno Schiſm followed upon- it., among the 
Catholick Churches. 

But ſuppoſe Pope YVifor had Excommunicated the 
Afran Churches , and this Excommunication had taken 
effe&t , this could not make the A/ran Churches Schif- 
maticks : for there is a great deal of difference between 
being caſt out: of the Communion of a Church, ' and 
forſaking the Communion of a Church. The firſt is 
matter of cenſure , the ſecond is our own choice ; the 
Firſt isan Ecclefiaſtical Puniſhment; the Second when it 
is cauſeleſs, is Schiſm. 

So that had the Church of Rome Excommunicated 
the 4fran Churches, unleſs the 4fran Churches upon 
this, had madea Separation from the Church of Rome; 
this Excommunication could not make them Schiſma- 
ticks, and therefore any one might ſafely Communi- 
cate with them without partaking in-a Schiſm. 

Nor was it a juſt reaſon for the 4fan Churches to 
have renounced the Communion of the Church of 
Rome , though they had been Excommunicated by 
Viftor ; for this had been to do as ill a thing as Yifor 
had done , for no other reaſon, but becauſe Pope Yiftor 
had ſet them an example. And therefore we find: 
Saint Cyprian of another temper , when he and the 
African Biſhops were threatned in the fame manner 
by Pope Stephen, upon occaſion of that warm Diſpute 
about rebaptizing Hereticks. At that very time,in his: 
Epiſtle to Fubazanas , he declareshis reſolution, not to 
break Communion with any Church or Biſhops upon 
that account, and therefore not with Pope Szephen: 


himſelf, notwithſtanding his raſh and furious —— 


———_— Je 
And concludes, that Patience and Forbearance was the 
beſt Remedy in ſuch Caſes, and therefore upon this 
occaſion, he ſays, he wrote his' Book de bono Patien- 
tiz. 

Well, but if the Afiatick Churches were not Schiſ- 
maticks, yet Pope Yiftor had been a Schiſmatick, had 
he Excommunicated the Churches of A4fa, or with- 
drawn Communion from them. *And this had made 
the caſe of the Roman Chriſtians very hard : for they 
muſt either have ſuſpended Communion with both 
theſe divided Churches, and lived without the comfort 
and advantages of Chriſtian Communion; or they muſt 
have rejected the Communion -of their own Biſhop, 
and Churches, or have rejected the Communion of the 
Churches of A4fia, or have maintained Communion 
with them both, that is, with two Separate Churches, 
which according to my Principles, 1s to Communicate 
in a Schiſm. If they Communicate with their own 
Schiſmatical Biſhop, this is to Communicate in a 
Schiſm, by Communicating with a Schiſmatick ; if 
they Renounce his Communion, when he impoſes no 
new unlawful Terms of Communion upon them, this 
is to Separate froma Sound and Orthodox Church, for 
the ſake of a Schifmatical Biſhop. If they Communicate 
with the Churches of Afa, this is to break Communion 
with their own Biſhop , who has Excommunicated 
them; if they ſeparate from the Churches of Afra for 
no other reaſon , but becauſe they are unjuſtly Excom- 
municated , this is to Separate for an unjuſt cauſe, 
which is a Schiſm ; if they communicate with both, 
they Communicate with two Separate Churches, and 
therefore muſt be Schiſmaticks on one ſide or other. If 
you can find any more difficulties in this matter, you 
may. And yet after all this, I do believe-the Chriſtians 
of Rome might have Communicated both with the Ro- 


man 
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man and Afran Churches without Schiſm ; and this I be- 
lieve upon theſe Principles, which I ſhall briefly explain, 
and confirm. 

1. That the Perſonal miſcarriage of the Biſhop in the 
exerciſe of Ecclefraſtical Cenſures, cannot involve his 
whole Church in the guilt of Schiſm, though it may 
make him a Schiſmatick : and certainly ſince Biſhops 
are but Men, and Subject to the like paſſions and in- 
firmities, that other men are, it would be a very hard 
caſe, if his perſonal Schiſm ſhould be imputed to the 
whole Church. 

Though the Biſhop have the chief Authority in the 
Church, yet it is hard toſay, that every abuſe of his Au- 
thority is the At of the whole Church ; and therefore 
the Church may not be Schiſmatical, when the Biſhop 
is; and it is poſſible to Communicate with a Church, 
whoſe Biſhop is a Schifmatick, without Communicating 
in the Schiſm. And therefore though Yifor had Schit- 
matically Excommunicated the A4fran Churches, the 
Chriſtians of Rome at that time might have Communi- 
cated with the Church of Rowe without partaking in 
Vittors Schiſm. 

For, tho a particular Church-Society conſiſts in that 
Relation , which is between the Biſhop and his Clergy 
and People, yet it is poſſible, that the Biſhop in the ex- 
erciſe of his Authority may violate the Fundamental 
Laws of Communion , on which the Chriſtians of ſuch 
a Church unite into one Body and Society: and when- 
he does ſo, it being an abuſe of his Epiſcopal Autho- 
rity, it is his perſonal fault , which cannot affect the. 
whole Church. 

The caſe is very plain, where there is an Eſtabliſhed 
conſtitution in a Church (as it is in the Church of Zxg- 
land) which obliges the Biſhops as well as People. 
For ſhould any Eng/ifþ Biſhop require any thing of his 
Clergy: 
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Clergy or People , which is contrary to the Eſtabliſh't 
Laws and Canons of the Church , or ould exerciſe 
any Authority in Cenſures and Excommunications , 
which is not allowed him by thoſe Canons, this can 
in no ſenſe be called the A&t.of the Church , nor is any 
one bound to obey him init; and though ſuch a Bi- 
ſhop ſhould do any Schiſmatical A&t, the Church is 
not Schiſmatical, becauſe he did not purſue the Laws 
of the Church, in what he did, but gratified his own 
Humour and Paſſion. If the Church indeed Unites 
upon Schiſmatical Principles, as the Novatians and Do- 
natiſts did, whatever the Biſhops do in purſuance of 
ſuch Principles is.the At of the Church , and if the Bi- 
ſhops be Schiſmaticks, the Church is ſo too; but when 
there is nothing Schiſmatical in the Conſtitution of the 
Church , the perſonal Schiſm of Biſhops cannot make 
their Churches Schiſmatical. 

And though the Primitive Churches before the Em- 
pire turned Chriſtian had not ſuch a Firm and Legal 
Conſtitution, as the Church of Exgland now has,yet a 
Conſtitution they had , which conſiſted either of Apo- 
ſtolical Rules handed down by Tradition, and confirmed 
by long cuſtom and uſage, or the Canons of particular 
Councils, which in ordinary caſes made ſtanding Laws 
of Diſcipline and Government , and in extraordinary 
caſes provided for new Emergent difficulties ; and ante- 
cedently to all theſe poſitive Conſtitutions , they were 
all under the obligation of that great Law of Catho- 
lick Communion. So that the Government of the 
-Church ſince the Apoſtles days, was never (o intirely 
in the Biſhops Breaſt, that what he did , ſhould be 
thought the ACt of the Church, any farther than as 
he complied with thoſe Laws , by which the Church 
was to be Governed : and therefore there was reaſon in 

| thoſe 
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thoſe days to diſtinguiſh between the A of the Biſhvp 
and the Att of the Church. 

As to ſhew you this particularly in the caſe before us. 
The Church of Rowe trom the time of the Apoſtles had 
obſerved Eaſter on the day of the Reſurreftion, which is 
the firſt day of the week, or the Lords day, the 4/tan 
Churches on the 14th day of the Month; and there- 
fore the Biſhop of Rome, according to the Laws of that 
Church, might require all the Members of his Church, 
to obſerve Eaſter according to the uſage of the Churcl: 
of Rome, and might regularly inflict Church-Centures 
upon the obſtinate and refractory ; and this would be 
accounted the Act of the Church, becauſe it was in pur- 
ſuance of the Laws and Conſtitutions of it. But there 
was neCanon , nor Cuſtom in the Church of Rome, 
to deny Communion to Foreign Churches, who ob- 
ſerved their own Cuſtoms in this matter , and would 
not conform to the Cuſtom of the Church of Rome. 
Nay , there was the PraCtiſe and Example of Former 
Times againſt it ; for Anicetus Biſhop of Rome received 
Polycarp, an Afian Biſhop, to Communion, though they 
could not agree about this matter. And therefore when 
Viftor Schiſmatically Excommunicated the Afrax 
Churches for this different obſervation of Zaſter , it 
was his Perſonal A& , not the AC of the Church of 
Rome , which had no ſuch Law , and owned no fuch 
Cuſtom : and therefore though this might make Pope 
Viftor a Schiſmatick, it could not make the Church of 
Rome Schiſmatical; the guilt went no farther than 
Vittors Perſon , unleſs other Perſons voluntarily made 
themſelves guilty , by abetting and eſpoulting the 
Quarrel. 

So that had Yifor perſiſted in his Excommunica- 
tion of the Afratick Churches, none had been guilty 


of Schiſm but himſelf , and ſuch as approved, and con-- 
G {ented 
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ſented to it , but the Body of rhe Clergy and People, 
who had not conſented unto it , had been Innocent, 
and therefore any Catholick peaceable Chriſtian , who 
lived in Rome in thoſe Days , might have Communica- 
ted with che Church of Rome without Schiſm. 

The like may be ſaid of the Quarrels and Contro- 
verſies of particular Biſhops , which have ſometimes 
ended in formal Schiſms , and denouncing Excommu- 
nication againſt each other ; which cannot make their 
Churches Schiſmatical, any further than they take 
part with their reſpe&tive Biſhops. For this is rather 
a Perſonal Schiſm and Separation , than a Church 
Schiſm; neither of them Separate from the Commu» 
nion of the Church , under the Notion of ſuch a 
Church, though they Separate from each others Come 
munion upon ſome perſonal Quarrels. 

This was the Caſe of St. Chryſoſtom and Epiphanius, 
and ſome other Biſhops in thoſe days, which were Ca- 
tholick Biſhops, and maintained Communion with the 
Catholick Church ; but yet Separated from each other, 
which is a very great fault, as all Contentions and 
Diviſions in the Church are , but has not the Evil and 
Deſtruftive Nature of a Church Schiſm. 

But you will ſay, can we Communicate with a 
Church without Communicating with its Biſhop 2 or 
can we Communicate with a Schiſmatical Biſhop, with- 
out Communicating in his Schiſm 2? 

I Anſwer, Yes, we may Communicate with a Schiſ- 
matical Biſhop, without Communicating in his Schiſm. 
When Schiſm is. his perſonal fault , our Communion 
with him makes us no more guilty of it, than of any 
other Perſonal fault, our Biſhop is guilty of, While we 
take care to Communicate with him in no Schiſmati- 
cal Act, no Man is bound to forſake the Communion 
of the Church for the Perſonal faults of his Biſhop. 
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So that the Rowan Chriſtians might Communicate 
with the Church of Rome without Schiſm , notwith- 
ſtanding Pope Yifors Schiſmatical Excommunication 
of the Afian Churches. And now the only difficulty 
that remainsis, whether the Chriſtians bf Rome might 
have Communicated with the Afratick Churches not- 
withſtanding Yifor had Excommunicated them , for if 
they could not , then they muſt inevitably partake in 
Viftors Schiſm , if his ſentence obliged them ro deny 
Communion to the 4frax Churches. And in anſwer to 
this we may conſider. 

2. That thoſe , who Condemned the Excommunt'- 
cation of the Afax Churches, did in ſo doing own their 
Communion , which is one way , and the Principal 
way of maintaining Communion, between Churches at 
a Diſtance , who cannot actually Communicate with 
each other. 

3. That Yifor being the Biſhop of Rome , who had 
the ſupreme Authority of receiving in, or ſhutting out 
of the Communion of that Church, if any Perſons of 
the 4fan Communion had come to Rome , private 
Chriſtians could not receive them into the Communi- 
on of the Church without the Biſhops Authority , and 
therefore could not atually Communicate with them 
in the publick Offices of Religion, though they owned 
their Communion ; but this is no more their fault, than 
the Excommunication of the Afrax Churches was ; they 
Communicate with their own Church , and would be 
very glad that the 4frans, that areamong them, might 
be received intoCommunion , but they have no Au- 
thority to doit, and therefore the fault is not theirs , 
for this is not to Renounce the Communion of the _4- 
fran Chriftians, but is only a forc't Suſpenfion of Com- 
munion. | 

4- It the Chriſtians of Rome ſhould Travel into 4.1, 
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I doubt not , but that they might very lawfully Com- 
municate with the Afran Churches , notwithitanding 
they were Excommunicated Ly the Biſhop of Reme. 
For the Biſhop of Rome had no juſt cauſe to Excom- 
municate the Biſhops and Churches of Afa, and there- 
fore the Sentence is void of it ſelf; and the Roman 
Chriſtians when they are in 4/a, are not under the Au- 
thority and Juriſdiction of the Biſhop of Rome , and 
therefore muſt not forbear nor ſuſpend Communion 
with the Aran Churches , unleſs they will juſlifie this 


'Schiſmatical Excommunication. The Juriſdiction of a 


particular Biſhop is confined within the Bounds of his 
own Church , and every Chriſtian is Subje&t to the Au- 
thority of the Church where he is; and theretore though 
the Roman Chriſtians at Rome cannot receive the Ex- 
communicated A4f/rans to their Communion without the 
Authority of their Biſhop , yet when they are in 4/a, 
where the Biſhop of Rome has no Authority over them, 
they may and ought to joyn themſelves to the Com- 
munion of the Afray Churches , during their abode a- 
mong them, if the Aftans would receive them without 
Commendatory Letters from their Biſhop, which 
they could not have in ſuch a caſe as this. 

Thus Sir , I have conſidered the Caſe you put about 
Pope Vifors Excommunicating the A4/az Churches , 
which is not a real, but a teigned Caſe, tor there was no 
aQual Schiſm upon it, as I perceive ſome body had told 
you, there was. And yet ſuppoſing it had been fo , I 
have ſhewn you, how the Rowan and A4Afran Churches 
might have maintained Communion with each other, 
and that the caſe of private Chriſtians was not fo deſpe- 
rate, as you repreſent it. 

Your following exceptions concerning National 
Communion , and National Churches, and the poſſibi- 
lity that there ſhould be ſeveral Sound and Orthodox 
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parts of the Church at the ſame place, have been ſuſfi- 
ciently conſidered already : and you twit me ſo often 
with my repetitions , that though I find you want ve- 
ry frequent repetitions to make you underſtand the 
plaineſt ſence, yet I will for my Renders fake and my 
own, correc that fault. 

Your attempt to prove Congregational Churches 
from x Cor. 14. 23. has been ſo often anſwered by 
the Presbyterian as well as Epiſcopal Divines , that to 
ſave my lelf the labour of tranſcribing, I ſhall refer 
you to them , and particularly to the Defence of Dr. 
Still. ur. of Separ. p. 392. Oc. where you may find 
this matter largely debated, in anſwer to Dr. Owex's O- 
riginal of Churches. 

You fay, it is evident that one of theſe (Separate 
Churches) muſt needs be cut off from Chriſts Body. 1 


readily grant it; for Chriſt has but one Body , which ; 


1s one Communion ; and therefore two Churches, 
which areinot in Communion with each other , cannot 
both belong to the fame Body , or the one Catholick 
Church ; but the Church which is the Schiſmatick, ac- 
cording to the Language of the Primitive times, 1s out 
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of the Catholick Church, extra Eccleſtam foris, as is dils- 


courſt at large in the Vindication of theDefence, 

In the next place vou endeavour to make me con- 
tradict:my ſelf, in talking of occaſional Communion and 
occaſional Memberſhip, and different Relations , when 
elie-where I aſlert, 7hat the Communion of the Church does 
not make-.us Members of any particular Church. But pray 
Sir, where do I aſſert this? I am fure I aſſert the quite 
contrary, that Church-Communion conſiſts in Church- 
Memberſhip. + fay indeed, That Church-Communion Pri- 
marily and Principally refers to the Univerſal Church, not 
to any particular Church or Society of Chriſtians. That a 


Member is a Member of the. whole Body , not meerly of 


a ny 


Riſol. of 
Caſ's.P-13, 


I 4 


P- 40» 


any part of it. That Baptiſm, which u the Sacrament of 
our admiſſion into the Covenant of God, and the Commu- 
nion of the Church , does not make us Members of any pare 
ticular Church, as ſuch , but of the Univerſal Church. 
And I do as plainly aſſert , that every true Catholick 
Chriſtian is a Member of the Univerſal Church , and as 
ſuch is a Member of every particular Church, which is a 
ſound part of the Univerſal Church. That no Man can 
properly be faid to Communicate with any Church, 
whatever Ads of Communion he may perform in it, 
who does not Communicate with it as a Member, and 
that therefore to talk of Occaſtonal Communion , in the 
ſenſe of our Diſlenters , is as abſurd as to talk of an Oc- 


. caſional Memberſhip ; theſe are the very Principles on 


which I diſpute againſt thoſe abſurd DiſtinCions of 
conſtant and occafional Communion , which I confeſs to 
be abſurd, and a Contradiftion to all the Principles of 
Catholick Communion , and therefore you are concerned 
to anſwer this abſurdity, not I. I have charged this ab- 
ſurdity upon our Occaſional Communicants , and let 
any man take it off, that can. 

But are you not Sir, admirably qualified to Anſwer 
Books , without ſo much as underſtanding the general 
ſcopeand deſign of the Book you Anſwer,without know- 
ing what makes for you or againſt you? 

As tor your next Queſtion, ow does it appear 2 
that it is neceſſary to Communion with the Cathslick 
Church, that we muſt perform the conſtant Atts of Com- 
munion -in that part of the Catholick Church , where we 
conſtantly live. You ought inſtead of asking this Queſti- 
on, to have ſhown , that what proots I have alleadged 
tor this are not concluſive , or do not ſufficiently prove 
the thing ; but your Queſtion inſinuates, that I have 
faid nothing at all about it , or at leaſt that you donot 
know, that I have, though it be the Principal Deſign 

of 
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of that diſcourſe, and then am a very careleſs writer, 
or youa very carcleſs Reacer. But thu Anſwer to itin 
ſhort is this, That every Chriſtian is Bound to live in 
Communion with the Catholick Church, no Man lives 
in Communion with the Church, who does not perform 
the External viſible Acts of Communion , when he 
may do it without ſin ; The whole Catholick Church 
being but one Communion, whoever Communicates 
with any ſound part of it, Communicates with the 
whole; no Man can ordinarily Communicate in a 
Church, in which he does not ordinarily live, and 
therefore it he be bound at all tothe External and vi- 
fible Ats of Communion, he muſt perform them in 
the Church wherein he lives, and in ſodoing, if it be 
a true Catholick Church, he lives in Communion with 
the whole Catholick Church. 

But you attempt to prove , That you are not bound to 


Communicate ſo much as ſometimes with a ſound part of ;;4. 


the Catholick Church, becauſe you live where there is ſuch 
an One. 

And this you prove from Mr. Chi/lingworth's Autho- 
rity , who fays, that if you (ſpeaking to the Papiſts) 
require the belief of any Error among the conditions of 
your Communion , our Obligation to Communion with you 
ceaſeth. Now is not this an admirable proof, that we 
are not bound to Communicate with a ſound part of 
the Church, where we live , becauſe we are not bound 
to Communicate with an erroneous Church , which 
impoſes the belief of her Errours as Terms of Com- 
munion ? Is not this a wonderful ſound Church 2 And 
are not you a very ſubtil Arguer ? 

You produce another paſſage of Mr. Chillingworth, 
by which I cannot tell what you intend to prove, un- 
leſs it be, that there isno need, there ſhould be any 
" External or Viſible Church-Society , ſo Men do but 
profeſs 
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Profels the Faith of Chriſt ; which ſeems to be the 
ſence of your foregoing Paragraph. But the words are 
theſe; I believe our Saviour ever fince his Aſcenſion, 
hath had in fome place or other a Viſible true Church on 
Farth, I mean , a Company of Men , that profeft at leaſt 
ſo much as was neceſſary to Salvation ; and 1 believe there 
will be ſome where or other ſuch a Church to the Worlds 
-end. This is his anſwer to that Popiſh Queſtion about 
the perpetuity of the Viſible Church ; whereby it appears, 
that this Company of Men he ſpeaks of , are not ſingle 
and ſcattered Individuals, which are no Viſible Church, 
but he means a Formed and Vilible Church-Society : 
and his Anſwer is true, though there were never a 
ſound Church in the World. For a corrupt Church, 
which retains all the Eſſentials of Faith and Worſhip, 
154 true Viſible Church , and this 1s the meaning of 
Mr. Chilliugworth's Anſwer ; but how this proves, that 
there is no nced there ſhould be any Viſible Church at 
all, or that Chriſtians gre not bound to aCtual Com-. 
munion with the ſound and Orthodox Church where- 

in they live, 1s paſt my underſtanding. 

At the ſame rate you detend your ſelf againſt me in 
your Preface, by the Authority, of thoſe two excellent 
Pcrions, the Dean of Canterbury, and the Dean of 
Saint Pauls. Dr. Stilling fleer had aſſerted, That all 
things neceſſary to Salvation , are plain in Scripture, to 
all that fincerely endeavour to underſtand them ; hence 
S.C. inlers, That the Governours of our Church have no 
Authority to teach Truth,,- or to condemn Errours, and all 

Anſwer to the People are become Prophets, and all their Articles, 
ſeveral Conſtitutions , and Ordinances , have. been compoſed and 
ET vc, enjoyned Ly an uſurped Authority; and if he had added, 
as he might have done with the fame reaſon, And all 
Church-Communion is needleſs, .it had been exa&tly 
what you aim at in this Citation. The Dr. vindicates 


his 
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his Doqrine from ſuch a wild Fanatical inference. 
1. By ſhewing the intention of thoſe Principles, which 
was plainly to lay down the Foundations of a Chriſtian 
Faith , living in the Communion of our Church. And if 
this was his deſign , as he fays, it was , . certainly he 
could neither betore nor after ſay any thing , which 
ſhould overthrow the neceſſity of Church-Commu- 
nion ; and then he can fay nothing againſt me, nor for 
you. 2. He diſtinguiſhes between the neceſſaries to 
Salvation , and to the Government of the Charch : that 
is, what is neceſſary for every Chriſtian, conſidered in 
a private Capacity to know and believe, to make him 
capable of Salvation ; and what care the Church muſt 
take to inſtrudt the ignorant , to ſatisfie the doubting , to 
direft the unskilful , and to help the weak ; and not barely 
to provide for neceſſity but ſafety, and not barely the 
Safety of particular perſons , but of it ſelf ; which cannot 
be 5 6. without prudent Orders, ſetting the bounds of 
Mens Employments, &c. 1. e. though it is poſſible for 
a private Chriſtian, who lives alone, and has the uſe of 
the Bible in a Language which he underſtands, by dili- 
gent and honeſt inquiries to find out ſo much truth, as 
is abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation , yet this does not 
overthrow the neceſſity of a fetled Miniſtry , and a re- 
gular Authority in the Church ; all this I firmly aſſent 
to, and yet do as firmly believe the neceſſity of Church- 
Communion, when it may be had upon Lawful Terms, 
and fo does this Reverend Perſon alſo: and therefore 
T cannot look upon your alleadging his Authority a- 
gainſt me, to have any other deſign than to affront the 
Dean for his excellent Pains in vindicating the Com- 
munion of our Church, and ſhewing people the Evil 
and Danger of Separation. He has ſufficiently declared 


what his Judgment is about Separation, and therefore 
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I need not concern my {elf any tarther to prove that he 
is not my Adverſary in this Cauſe. 

At the fame rate you deal with that great May (as 
you deſervedly call him ) Dr. Tillotfon, who fays, 7 
had much 'rather perſwade any one to be a good Man, than 
to be of any Party and denomination of Chriſtians whatſo- 
ever wn I doubt not but the belief of the Ancient Creed, 
provided we entertain nothing that is deſtruftive of it, 
together with a good life, will certainly ſave a Man ; and 
without this, no man can have reaſonable hopes of Salvation, 
0 wot in an Infallible Church , if there were any ſuch to 
be found in the World. How does this oppoſe me , who 
aſſert the neceſſity of Church-Communion? Is the Catho- 
lick Church then, and the Communion of Saints, no part 
of our Creed ? and is not Schiſm deſtructive to theſe 
great Articles of our Faith 2 or is Schiſm, which is the 
breach of Chriſtian Charity properly ſo called (which 
is the Love and Charity , which the Members of the 
{ame Body , ought to have for each other, and con- 
ſiſts in Unity and Communion ) conſiſtent with a 
good Life, if by that we underſtand an Univerſal good- 
neſs, of which Charity is the moſt vital and eſſential 
part ? 

But do you indeed think, Sir, that the Dean believes 
« Man may be faved without Communion with any 
Church , when it may be had without Sin ? when in 
the very next Paragraph he ſo earneſtly exhorts them 
to Communion with the Church of Exgland 2 I can ea- 
fily forgive your uſage of me, ſince I find. you cannot 
Read the beſt Books without perverting them , and 
that you never ſpare any Mans Reputation to ſerve 
your Deſignes: for your Reproaches and your Com- 
mendations are but different ways of abuſe, though 1 
confeſs, I ſhould rather chuſe to be reproached by 


You. 
Your 
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Your laſt Conſideration is, whether it be a good 


way to convert Schiſmaticks, to prove that Schiſm is as Lntw 3 
Damning a Sin, as Murder or Adultery. Truly Sir, $2. P- 25: 


Cyprian and St. Auſtin , and all the Ancient Fathers of 
the Church, thought this a very good way , for they 
inſiſted very much upon this Argument ; and if Men 
will not forlake their Schiſm , though the Salvation of 
their Souls be endangered by it, I am apt to think, that 
noother Arguments will perſwade them. And if this 
be true (as I verily believe it is, and ſhallbelieve fo, 
till I ſee the Third Chapter of the Vindication of the 
Defence of Dr. $::/. fairly anſwered) I think it the 
greateſt Charity in the World , to warn Men of it; 
and if it ſhould prove by their perverſeneſs no Charity 
tothem, it is Charity ro my own Soul , and delivers 
me from the guilt of their Bloud , whether ſuch Do- 
Arine Preach Men into, or out of, the Church. 

And now for your. parting Blow. Certainly if our 
Church required Conformity to its Rites and Ceremonies 
as neceſſary to Salvation, It could not blame Men for di- 
viding from it. Tes certainly upon ſuch a Suppoſition, 
the Church could and would blame Men for their Se- 
paration, though it may be, they might not deſerve to 
be blamed : for no doubt , the more neceſſary the 
Church judges her Conſtitutions , the more ſhe will 
blame Diſlenters. | 

But he, who tells us , or he ſaies nothing , that the dis 
vine Spirit confines his Influences and Operations to the 
nity of the Church in ſuch Conformity , not only makes 
ſach Conformity neceſſary to Salvation , but imputes to ths 
Church the Damnation of many Thouſands of Souls , 
who might expeit to be ſaved mpon other Terms. 
That the Divine Spirit confines his influences 
( ordinarily) to the Unity of the Church I do 
aſſert, but that this is i Conformity to the Church 
H 2 of 
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of England, 1 do not aflſert. For Conformity to the 
Church of England is not Eſſential to the Unity of the 
Catholick Church : for every Church has authority to 
preſcribe its own Rites and Ceremonies of Worſhip, 
in Conformity to the general Rules of the Goſpel. 
And therefore though the Unity of the Church is 
neceſſary to intitle Men to the ordinary influences of 
Gods Grace, and conſequently is neceflary to Salvation, 
yet Conformity to the Church of England is not necel- 
ſary to the Unity of the Church , becauſe Chriſtians 
who live under the Government and Juriſdiction of 
other Churches , may and do preſerve the Unity of the 
Church without conformity to the Church of Exg/and. 
Obedience indeed, and SubjeCtion to Church-Authority 
in all Lawful things, is neceſſary to the Unity of the 
Church, and neceſlary to Salvation, and conſequently it 
is a neceſſary Duty to conform to all the Lawtful and 
Innocent Cuſtoms of the Church wherein we hve ; but 
this does not make the particular Laws of Conformity, 
which are different in different Churches , to be neceſ- 
lary to Salvation, unleſs you will fay the Church has 
no Authority but only in things abſolutely necef- 
fary to Salvation ; which deſtroys all the external Or- 
der and Difciplineof the Church , and charges all the 
Churches in the World , with deſtroying Mens Souls, 
if any perſons be ſo Humorſom and Peeviſh as to break 
Communion with them for ſuch Reaſons. But ſuch 
kind of Cavils as theſe, you may find anſwered at large 
in the Vindication of the Defence; and thither I reter 
you, if you deſire to ſee any more of it. 

Thus Sir, I have with great patience anſwered your 
Queſtions, not that they needed or deſerved any An- 
(wer, but that you might not think your ſelf too much 
deſpiſed , nor other weak People think your Queſtions 
unanſwered. 
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unanſwered. And now I have given you an Anſwer, I 
ſhall take the Confidence to give you a little Ghoſtly 
Counſel too, which you need a great deal more than an 
Anſwer. | 

I have not troubled my Head to inquire Scrupulouf 
ly, who you are, nor do Tule to traſt Common Fame 
in ſuch matters : but though I know not you, yet I 


perceive you know me ; and if as you ſay, you have of Y 


ten heard me with great Satisfaftion , and as you hope not 
without edifying thereby, 1 think it would have become 
you to have treated me with a little more Civility 
than you have done, if it be in your Nature to be Civil 
toa Clergy-Man. AndI with more for your own ſake, 
than for mine, you had done ſo ; for I thank God I 
have learnt not only by the precepts and example of 
my great Maſter, but by frequent Tryals,to go through 
good Report and evil Report, and to bear the moſt in- 
vidious and Spightful RefleCtions with an equal mind. 
But as contemptible as a Clergy-Man is now, theſe 
things will be accounted for another day. 

For it is very evident , that you have a great Spight 
at the whole Order , whatever perſonal kindneſs you 
may have for ſome Men ; they are but a Herd of Cler- 
gy-men , and you know no other uſe of a Biſhop , but 


ro overſee, admoniſh , and Cenſure thoſe , who are apt to pufuce, 


go beyond their due Bounds. | confeſs this way of Railery 
1s grown very faſhionable, and I perceive you are rc- 
ſolved to be in the Mode, and to be an accompliſht 
Gentleman ; but I never knew a man that was ſeriouſly 
religious , who durſt affront the Servants tor their Ma- 
{ters ſake. 

But you Sir, are in the very height of the faſhion, 
and think their Office as contemptible , as their Per- 
ſons generally are thought to be : you hope to be ſaved 
without underſtanding. the Notion of Church-Government as 
tis: 


' Reſol. of 
' Caſt5,Þ. 39. 
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'tis intreagued by Clergy-men of all fides. And I hope 
you may be faved without underſtanding a great many 
other things beſides Church-Government , or elle I 
doubt your Salvation may be hazardous. 

Bur this is too plain a contempt of all Church-Au- 
thority ; for though the Church of Rome has uſurpt an 
unlimited and Tyrannical Power under the Notion of 
Church-Government, yet what has the Sound Church 
of England (as you own it ) done 2 What occaſion did 


'l give for this Cenſure 2 who have expreſly confined 


the Exerciſe of Charch- Authority to Church-Communion, 
to receiving in , and putting out of the Church. And if 
the Church be no Society, I would deſire to know what 
itis; andif it be a Society, how can any Society ſub- 
ſiſt without Authoriry in ſoine Perſons to receive in 
and to ſhut out of the Society? But the truth is, tho 
you pretend to be in Communion with the Church of 
England , you make the Church it felt a very needleſs 
and infigniticant thing , for you know no neceſlity of 
Communicating with any Church , you will not allow 
it to be Schiſm to Separate from the Church , you 
think it a pretty indifferent thing, whether Men be 
Baptized or not, or by whom they are Baptized : what 
your Opinion is about the Sacrament of the Lords Sup- 
per I donot know , though if you are conſiſtent with 


Your ſelf,I doubt that isa very indifferent Ceremony too. 


Truly to deal plainly with you, I think you have 
more need to be taught your Catechiſm than to ſet up 
tor a Writer of Books; and let me in time warn you, 
what the conſequence of this way you are in, is likel 
ro be, which is no leſs than a contempt of all revealed 
and inſtituted Religion, and conſequently of Chriſt#- 
anity. Natural Religion may ſubſiſt without any poſj- 
tive Inſlitutions, but revealed Religion never did , and 
ncycr can; for when God Tranfatts with Mankind in 
the 


: 


the way of a Viſible Covenant, there muſt be ſome Vi-- 
ſible Miniſters , and Viſible Sacraments of this Cove- 
nant. And when the Evangelical Miniſters and Sacra- 
ments fall into contempt, Men muſt think meanly of 
Chriſttanity , and return to what they call natural 
Religion, which is a Religion without a Prieſt and 
without a Sacrifice ; which cannot fave a Sinner , but 
by uncovenanted Grace and Mercy ; which no Man 
can be ſure of , and which no Man ſhall find , who rc- 
jets a Prieſt and Sacrifice of Gods providing. 

And toconvince you of this, you may obſerve, that 
the contempt of the Notion of a Church, of the Evan- 
gelical Prieſthood and Sacraments, 1s originally owing 
to Dei/ts and Socinians , to thoſe who protels to believe 
in God, and to worſhip him according to the Laws 
of natural Religion , but believe nothing at all of 
Chriſt ; or tothoſe, who profeſs to believe in Chriſt, 
but believe him only to be a meer Man , and a great 
Reformer of Natural Religion, but make nothing at all 
of his Prieſthood and Sacrifice. It Chriſt be our great 
High Prieſt, and we muſt hope for Salvation only in 
vertue of his Sacrifice, There muſt be ſome way ap- 
pointed to apply his Merits and Salvation to us, and 
this will convince us of the neceſſity of Church-Com-. 


munion , and a viſible Confederation by Sacraments $,, p;,.. 
of divine appointment : But if Chriſt came only as a of the yp. 
great Prophet to inſtru&t us more pertectly in the ®?: 3: 


Rules of Vertue, and to give us more certain Hopes of 
a future State , there can be no more neceſlity of a 
Church now , than: there was in a-State of Nature. 
Chriſtians may aſſociate , if they pleaſe , for AQts of 
publick worſhip , and they may break Company, when 
they pleaſe , without any danger ; and the Evangelical 
Sacraments can be only ſignificant — 
which, 
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which may be uſed or let alone , as every one likes 
beſt. 

At this Rate you every where diſcourſe ; and I be- 
lieve ſo well of our Diſſenters, that though they 
would be glad to be excuſed from the guilt of Schiſm, 
yet they will not thank you, for excuſing them upon 
{uch Principles, as tend to undermine Chriſtianity ; 
and I believe ſo well of you , that though you affect 
to talk in the modiſh way , yet you do not underſtand 
whither it tends: and I hope this timely Caution may 
prevent your embracing thoſe Principles, whereon 
your Concluſions are Naturally Built. 

Another thing I would-warn you of, is,that theſe looſe 
Principles of Church-Communton do not tempt you to 
Schiſm, and State-FaCtions, which uſually go together. 
You pretend indeed to be in conſtant Communion 
with the Church of England; but according to the 
Principles of your Letters no Church in the World can 
have any hold of you, every Man is a Communicant 
at his own pleaſure who thinks he may part without 
Sin; And it 1s much to be ſuſpefted, that no Man, 
who is a hearty lover of the Church of Egland, can 
make ſuch a Zealous Defence for Diſſenters , who has 
not ſome private reaſons for his Zeal : and when Men 
are not Endeared to each other by one Communion , it 
15 to be feared they are linked together by ſome other 
Common Intereſt. Now ſhould you prove a Schiſma- 
tick, to ſay no worle, it will not excuſe you, how many 
Fine Queſtions ſoever you can ask about it. 

And that which will greatly endanger you, is that 
great Opinion you have of your ſelf: for ſome men are 
{o wanton as to eſpouſe a Schiſm or FaCtion only to 
ſhew their Wit in Defending it, and to make themſelves 
conſiderable by eſpouſing a Party. 1 will-not fo much 
wrong you, as to fay that you have ſhewn any great 
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Wit or Judgment in this Cauſe ; but it is evident to 
every impartial Man, who reads your Letters , that 
you have betrayed roo great a conceit of both , and 
that 1s a great deal the more dangerous of the two ; 
for true Wit and Judgment will ſecure Men from thoſe 
miſchiets, which a vain conccit of it betrays them 
to. 

And now Sir, all that I ſhall add, concerns your way 
of Writing, which neither becomes a wiſe Man , nor a 
fair Diſputant ; you have not offered any Argument to 
diſprove any one thing I have faid, you have no where 
ſhewn the weakneſs of my Arguments to prove what 
I undertook, but have at all Adventures askt a great 
many Queſtions, and generally nothing to the purpoſe. 
Now it had been eafie to have askt you as many croſs 
Queſtions , which had been as good an Anſwer to your 
Queſtions, as your Queſtions are to my Diſcourſe ; and 
thus People might have gazed on us, and have been ne- 
ver the wiſer. For to raiſe a great many difficulties 
onely tends to Scepticiſm, and will never end a Diſpute. 
I am loth to mind you of the Proverb, becauſe I do not 
think the application belongs to you ; but yet 1t ſhould 
make any Man of Wit aſhamed of ſuch Methods of 
Diſpute, wherein he may be out-done by a Man of no 
Wit. 

[ confeſs I have with ſome regret ſtole time from 
better Employment to anſwer your Letters, but do not 
think my ſelf bound to do fo, as often as you think 
fit to give a publick Challenge. This Controverfie , 
it you had pleaſed, might have been ended more pri- 
vately ; which had been leſs trouble to me, though it 
may be you thought it might have been leſs glorious 
to your ſelf, which I preſume was your reaſon of firſt 
ſpreading your Letter in Writing, and then of Prin- 
ting it. I thall not envy yu Glory ; I hadrather con- 

tinue 
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tinue mean and obſcure in a humble Obedience to 
Church and State, than to raiſe the moſt Glorious 
Triamphs and 'Trophees to my memory, by giving the 
leaſt diſturbance to either. And that you and all ſober 
Chriſtians may be of the ſame mind , is the hearty 
Prayer of, 


SIR, | 


Your very Humble Servant. 


Printed Tof | 
GARDINE R. 
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